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the receipt of money arising abroad. In each., the question was
whether the company was liable, as being resident in England,
for income tax upon such money. There were certain similari-
ties in the facts of each case,1 In the Swedish Case:
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The company was incorporated in England in 1870 with the object
of constructing and running a railway in Sweden. Its registered office
was in London. In 1900 it leased the railway to a traffic company for
50 years at an annual rent of ,£33,500 payable in England. In the same
year the articles of association were altered so as to remove the control
and management to Sweden, and after that time the general meetings of
shareholders (most of whom were Swedish) and the meetings of the
directors were held at Stockholm. Dividends were declared there and
no profits were transmitted to England except in the shape of dividends
due to the English shareholders. On the other hand, a committee which -
met regularly was established in London to deal with share transfers,
to make out and attach the seal to share certificates and to sign cheques
on the London banking account. The secretary resided in London and
it was there that the annual accounts were made up and audited.
In the Egyptian Case;
, The company was incorporated in England in 1904 for the purpose
of acquiring and disposing of any land served by the Egyptian Delta
Rys. Ltd. Since 1907 the business had been controlled, managed and
directed entirely in Cairo. The secretary-general, all the directors, the
seal, share register, books and bank account were in Cairo.
In order to satisfy the requirements of the Companies Act, there
was a registered office in London where the necessary lists and registers
were kept. This office did not consist of a separate room. All that the
company did was to employ a Mr. Home, who carried on the business of
secretary of public companies, to keep the necessary documents and to
post the name of the company on the door of his office.
The Crown claimed income tax in respect of interest accruing from
mortgages and leases of land made in Egypt.
It was held by the House of Lords in the Swedish Case that the *.
the company was resident both in England and in Sweden; in the/
Egyptian Case that the company was resident only in Egypt,    f
These two decisions confuse rather than enlighten the law.
It is clear, of course, that the business done in England was of
a far more substantial character in the Swedish than in the
Egyptian Case. It is also clear that the contention of the Crown
in the Egyptian Cast, that a company is inevitably resident in the
country where it has been incorporated and where its registered
1 For an analysis of them in parallel columns see Fanxsworth, op. cit., p. 107.

